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Despite the passage of The Civil Rights Act of 1964, women employed by an organization 
generally remain in the entry level positions, while their male counterparts are promoted 
throughout the organization's hierarchy. Although there are many theories that attempt to 
explain the reasons for this disparity between men and women in the workforce, one of the 
popular attributions is sexism. In this study, the investigator applied the theoretical 
framework of Modern Sexism to examine modern sexist attitudes toward female 
supervisors. Three hundred and twenty-two undergraduate students were asked to fill out 
several sexism measures and to evaluate vignettes of male and female managers exhibiting 
four different leadership styles. High scores on the sexism measures were related to lower 
evaluations for female managers when the rater was male, and the manager exhibited a 
consideration style of leadership. The findings in this study add to the understanding of 
sexism as it exists today, specifically toward female supervisors in the work setting. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
Sexism is a form of anti-woman sentiment that is pervasive in the attitudes of men 
and women (Swim, Aikin, Hall, & Hunter, 1995; Tougas, Brown, Beaton, & Joly, 1995). 
It is not the sexism of old where chauvinistic men would endorse traditional roles and 
philosophies concerning women. Today, sexism is more subtle and less easily diagnosed 
(Swim et al., 1995; Tougas et al., 1995). Although chauvinistic men may endorse sexist 
beliefs, this investigation concerns people who endorse egalitarian ideals under normative 
pressure, but behave ambivalently toward policies designed to help women. The behaviors 
associated with sexism can be expressed in ambiguous contexts where the behaviors can 
be justified "symbolically" under the guise of social or political philosophies (Swim et al., 
1995; Tougas et al., 1995). Examples of these symbolic behaviors are voting against 
political candidates endorsing women's issues, opposing affirmative action programs, and 
discounting the sources for sexual harassment claims. The source of this negative affect 
can be justified under the guise of beliefs consistent with individualism, hard-work and 
achievement, and principles of merit. 
As greater numbers of women enter the work force, particularly in male dominated 
jobs, the organizational arena will be a fruitful area for these symbolic behaviors to be 
expressed. More specifically, women in supervisory roles will be the likely recipient of 
subtle forms of discrimination that are perceived as more socially acceptable, and therefore 
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go unnoticed. The purpose of this research is threefold: (a) to develop and validate a 
measure of sexist attitudes toward female supervisors, (b) to investigate the role sexist 
attitudes play in the evaluation of female supervisors, (c) and to work toward a theoretical 
framework for the construct of sexism. 
Chapter 2 
Literature Review 
A Brief History of Modern Prejudices 
In the mid 1970's McConahay and Hough (1976) delineated a theory of Symbolic 
(Modern) Racism. They proposed that racism in America historically has been 
characterized in two ways: the first being support for overt acts of discrimination, such as 
the systematic segregation of African-Americans in public schools, housing, and jobs; the 
second being the belief in or expression of negative racial stereotypes of African 
Americans , i.e., they're less intelligent, lazy, and immoral. 
McConahay et al. (1976) further proposed that as the social acceptance for old-
fashioned racism eroded, a new form he refers to as Symbolic Racism has emerged. The 
new racism is not the hatred that is associated with the old-fashioned racism, whereby 
white supremacists' support doctrines of segregation and inferiority. This form of 
negative affect is characterized by the endorsement of non-racist ideology, but is 
expressed in ambivalent situations toward African-Americans that is justifiable. This 
modern form of racism is characterized by more subtlety and is expressed symbolically by 
opposition to programs that are designed to help African Americans i.e., affirmative action 
programs, fair-housing laws, and desegregation of schools through busing. The 
justification usually is rooted in individualistic values that characterize the Protestant work 
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ethic and conventional religious beliefs (McConahay et al., 1976). Based on his research, 
McConahay et al. (1976) define Symbolic Racism as "...the expression in terms of abstract 
ideological symbols and symbolic behaviors of the feeling that blacks are violating 
cherished values and making illegitimate demands for changes in the status quo" (p.38). 
Using the Modern Racism theoretical framework Swim et al. (1995) promulgated 
a Modern Sexist Theory. Swim et al. noted that minorities and women share a similar 
history of being subjected to prejudicial and discriminatory attitudes. Moreover, their 
struggles for equality and civil rights closely parallel one another, and at times they 
overlap. Like negative attitudes toward African-Americans, open admittance that women 
are inferior has become difficult in the 1990's. Swim et al. proposed that sexist beliefs 
toward women may have taken a similar form as Symbolic Racial attitudes. For example, 
from 1937 to 1988 approval of married women's employment increased steadily from 
approximately 20% to 80% (Myers, 1993), yet the depth of the endorsement of gender 
equality is open to question. A history of inconsistent behaviors and attitudes has long 
been associated with the advocating of egalitarian ideals for women (Swim et al., 1995). 
In a 1990 Gallup Poll, 43% of the male respondents and 54% of the female respondents 
indicated that they preferred a man as a boss, whereas only 12% of the women and 15% 
of the men indicated that they preferred a woman as a boss (Gallup, 1990). Further, the 
impact of discriminatory treatment can be seen in the disparity of salary levels between 
men and women. Stroh, Brett, and Reilly (1992) found differential increases in salary 
levels in their sample of recently transferred Fortune 500 male and female managers who 
had similar educational and work experiences and equivalent qualifications and dedication. 
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Based on just this modicum of evidence one can see the inherent contradictions in the 
societal endorsement of egalitarian beliefs and the disparity that still exists in the work 
force. 
Problems in Measuring Prejudicial Attitudes 
In addition to the ambivalence characterizing racism and sexism, further similarities 
can be demonstrated in the measurement of these attitudes. Many reported media surveys 
suffer from acquiescence bias and report substantial declines in racist and sexist attitudes 
(e.g., McConahay et al., 1976; Swim et al., 1995). An acquiescence bias is a characteristic 
of a questionnaire or survey that solicits biased responses, for example, "Do you support 
women working outside the home?" Most people would be inclined to respond "yes" to 
this question given the politically correct climate for egalitarian views of women. In other 
words, individuals will generally be reluctant to respond honestly to direct questions 
expressing support for the traditional roles of women (Swim et al., 1995). The result is a 
collective ignorance in the United States about a ubiquitous social problem. 
The Modern Sexism Scale 
In order to circumvent the problems inherent in measuring chauvinistic attitudes 
Swim et al. (1995) developed the Modern Sexism Scale. Since normative social pressures 
induce socially acceptable responses to obtrusive sexist items, the Modern Sexism Scale 
attempts to avoid transparency by assessing these beliefs covertly. The rationale behind 
the design of the Modern Sexism Scale was that people would express sexist beliefs 
symbolically, and under the guise of a socially acceptable justification. 
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In order to show the distinctiveness of the construct of modern sexism, the 
measures were compared against measures of the Old-Fashioned Sexism Scale also 
contrived by Swim et al. (1995). Examples of items from the Old-Fashioned Sexism and 
Modern Sexism Scale can be seen in Table 1. 
Table 1 
Examples of Old Fashioned Sexism and Modern Sexism Items 
Old-Fashioned and Modern Sexism Scale Items 
Old-Fashioned Sexism Scale Items 
1. Women are generally not as smart as men. 
2. It is more important to encourage boys than to encourage girls to participate in 
athletics. 
3. When both parents are employed and their child gets sick at school, the school should 
call the mother rather than the father (Swim et al. 1995). 
Modern Sexism Scale Items 
1. Denial of continuing discrimination item. 
Society has reached the point where women and men have equal opportunities for 
achievement. 
2. Antagonism over womens' demands item. 
It is easy to understand the anger of womens' groups in America (reversed scored). 
3. Resentment about special favors for women. 
Over the past few years, the government and news media have been showing more 
concern about the treatment of women than is warranted by women's actual 
experiences (Swim et al., 1995). 
A comparison of the items reveal the subtle nature of the Modern Sexism Scale. 
Although it is expected that those who endorse Old-Fashioned sexist beliefs would also 
endorse the modern sexist beliefs, the Modern Sexism Scale appears to be a more subtle 
measure. This measure of sexism appears to have similar roots to those measures of 
Modern Racism in that the items involve a negative affect toward women due to the belief 
in violation of meritocratic principles through illegitimate demands for social and 
legislative changes (Tougas et al., 1995). 
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Ideological Conservatism and Modern Prejudices 
One of the most cogent criticisms of the modern prejudices relate to their 
measurement. Sniderman and Tetlock (1986) contend that the validity of the scales is 
suspect because the responses to the items on the scales are highly correlated with 
ideological conservatism. Therefore the scale is measuring conservatism rather than 
racism. 
In order to demonstrate that discrimination is not encouraged by a particular 
ideological outlook, Sniderman, Piazza, Tetlock, and Kendrick (1991) used a computer 
assisted interview in a series of experiments that compared the responses of liberals and 
conservatives. Since the main thesis of the Modern Racism Theory is that its causation 
lies within a violation of the cherished traditional values associated with conservatism, the 
purpose of the study was to demonstrate that racism was not related to those espousing 
conservative or liberal beliefs. 
In general, their results showed that conservatives were more opposed to 
government intervention than liberals across all conditions and the race or gender of the 
claimant was not a factor. More specifically, they found that when conservatives did 
support the idea of the government helping a laid off worker find a new job they favored 
the African-American as opposed to a Caucasian, and there were no significant differences 
in support for males and females. Moreover, conservatives favored more government help 
for an African-American single parent than for a Caucasian, regardless of whether the 
Caucasian is single, married, a single parent, or both married and a parent. In addition to 
the idea of government intervention, Sniderman et al. (1991) investigated the 
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characteristics of the worker as a potential moderator. Their results showed that 39% of 
the conservatives surveyed were in favor of the government giving a lot of help to an 
African-American who is out of work and who has been a reliable employee, as compared 
to 12% of the conservatives who favor such assistance for an African-American employee 
who has not been dependable. The interesting finding is that only 11% of conservatives 
favored such assistance for a Caucasian employee characterized as dependable. 
In addition to the "laid off worker" experiment, Sniderman et al. (1991) examined 
whether or not conservatives believed it was the government's responsibility to assure 
equal opportunity for African-Americans and women. Their results showed that 
conservatives were significantly more likely to favor help for women than for African-
Americans. Forty-six percent supported government guarantees of equal opportunity for 
women, as compared to only twenty-eight percent for African Americans. Further, 
women were neither more nor less likely to favor government guarantees of equal 
opportunity for women than were men. 
In general, these findings suggest that racism and sexism are independent of an 
ideological view. Although liberals favored government intervention more than 
conservatives, those endorsing conservative beliefs do not necessarily oppose programs 
that are designed to help and promote the status of women and African-Americans. Even 
when conservatives opposed government intervention race or gender was not a factor. 
Moreover, when the scenario was designed to be ambiguous in order to solicit the 
"symbolic" responses characterized by the modern prejudices, conservatives who 
supported government intervention still favored the African-American claimants. Further, 
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conservatives were more likely to support the government insuring equal opportunity for 
women than for African-Americans. Since the evidence suggests that racism and sexism 
are independent of conservative ideals, it therefore lends credence to the validity of the 
Modern Racism and Modern Sexism Scales. In other words, they are actually measuring 
what they purport to measure, rather than ideological conservatism. 
Women and Equal Employment Opportunity 
The Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits discrimination in hiring, firing, promotions, 
salaries, and other terms and conditions of employment on the basis of race, color, 
religion, sex, or national origin. Despite its passage, women employed by an organization 
generally encounter the "glass ceiling effect" (Morrison & Von Glinow, 1990). This 
phenomena occurs when a disproportionate number or percentage of women remain in the 
entry level positions of an organization, while their male counterparts are promoted 
throughout its hierarchy. The term "glass ceiling" refers to the invisible barrier women 
encounter in receiving promotions in an organization. Given the empirical support for the 
construct of sexism (Swim et al., 1995, Tougas et al., 1995), it is likely women would 
receive discriminatory treatment in the context of an organization. Due to the evidence of 
sex discrimination in promotions (Morrison & Von Glinow, 1990), this investigation will 
focus on the role of women holding management positions. 
Jacobsen and Koch (1977) examined the effects of leader selection method on 
male subordinates' assessments of the performance of female leaders. It was found that 
when gender was the basis for appointing a woman as the leader, male subordinates 
blamed the woman more for failure and gave her less credit for success. In contrast, when 
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male subordinates thought the woman was made leader because of her qualifications, she 
was blamed less for failure and given more credit for success. Similarly, when information 
indicated that female managers had secured their positions because of legal requirements 
to place more women in the position, the job women held was devalued and was viewed 
as less interesting and less prestigious by others, especially males (Heilman & Herlihy, 
1984). In another study, it was found that when asked to recall a woman's qualifications 
for a promotion, people tended to downgrade her qualifications if she had been promoted 
within the context of an affirmative action program (Summers, 1991). 
In addition to the negative perceptions of others, undesirable consequences can 
occur for females who attain managerial positions due to their gender. Chacko (1982) 
found these women reported lower satisfaction with their work, less satisfaction with their 
supervisor and co-workers, greater role conflict and role ambiguity, and less commitment 
to their organizations. 
This evidence suggests that women who receive their positions due to their gender 
are more likely to be the recipients of the subtle discriminatory treatment that 
characterizes modern sexism. These subtle forms of discrimination may be more pervasive 
in those organizations implementing affirmative action programs with rigid time tables. 
Social Support for Women at Work 
Another difficulty women face in traditionally male-dominated managerial 
positions is a lack of support by their co-workers. Ott (1989) found that female police 
officers that were the "only tokens" felt more visible, less accepted, had fewer informal 
contacts, experienced stronger sex stereotyping, and received more coarse and crude 
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remarks than their female counterparts that were serving on the police force with a "few 
tokens." The male nurses that were the "only token" or a part of a "few tokens" in a 
female dominated occupation did not seem to experience the disadvantages that women 
did in a male dominated occupation. Although men experienced greater attention and 
stronger sex stereotyping, they generally viewed the extra attention and sex stereotypes as 
positive. Another study by Palmer and Lee (1990) found that men treated their male co-
workers more favorably than their female co-workers in a traditionally male-dominated 
occupation. 
This evidence suggests that even when women are able to break through the "glass 
ceiling," they lack social support from their male colleagues. This lack of support may be 
a discrete form of the "symbolic behaviors" that contribute to the adversity women face 
while serving in managerial positions. Moreover, dissatisfaction with their co-workers 
may encourage women to leave their organizations, further contributing to the glass 
ceiling effect. 
Male and Female Career Paths 
Another disparity that exists in the work force between men and women is their 
relative career progression. Jagacinski, LeBold, and Linden (1987) found that female 
engineers reported lower salaries and supervisory responsibility levels after five years in 
the labor force. A longitudinal study using a sample of MBA's found that women in 
managerial careers experienced lower salary increases, fewer management promotions, 
and lower hierarchical levels compared to men of similar education, age experience, 
performance, and career paths in the first five years of their careers (Cox & Harquail, 
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1991). Further, Schneer, and Reitman (1995) examined a sample of male and female 
MBA's at mid-career. They found that for those MBA's who were employed full-time 
through mid-career, women earned less income, worked fewer hours, and achieved lower 
levels of management, even when controlling for other factors that may have influenced 
these career outcomes. Despite the thoroughness of these studies, they failed to isolate 
the cause for these discrepancies. 
Melamed (1995) compared the relative importance of sex discrimination to 
alternative explanations for gender differences in salaries and managerial level. These 
alternative explanations included personality characteristics, job-relevant human capital 
attributes, demographic characteristics, career choices, labor market economic forces, and 
structural features of the organizations. The results revealed that although these factors 
explained a large portion of the variance in career success, over 55% of the gender gap in 
career success was attributed to sex discrimination. Although this study was expeditious 
in isolating the variability due to the alternative variables, the redundant variance was 
attributed to sex discrimination by default. In other words, the variable of sex 
discrimination was never measured or isolated. 
It is possible that the disparities in the labor force can at least in part be explained 
by subtle sexism. Therefore, the purpose of Study 1 was to develop and validate an 
instrument that measures sexist attitudes toward female supervisors derived from the 
Modern Sexist Theory. 
Chapter 3 
Study 1 
Method 
Participants 
The participants in the study were 88 male and 181 female undergraduate students 
attending a university in southern Kentucky. The sample was 32.7% male and 67.3% 
female. Out of 269 participants, 73% reported their age to be between 18 and 22, 14% of 
the participants reported their age to be between 23 and 27, 5% of the participants 
reported their age to be between 28 and 32, 5% of the participants reported their age to be 
between 33 and 37, and 4% of the participants reported their age to be 38 or greater. 
With regard to race, 89% of the participants reported their race to be Caucasian, 7% of 
the participants reported that they were African-Americans, 1% of the participants 
reported they were Hispanic/Latino, 2% of the participants reported that they were Asian-
Americans, and 2% of the participants reported that they were a race other than those 
listed. 
Scale Development 
The initial scale consisted of 14 items that were constructed and 21 items that were 
borrowed from other scales (Shadrick & Elias, 1996; Tougas et al., 1995; McConahay, 
1976, 1982; Sears & Kinder, 1971; Sears & Citrin, 1982; and Kinder & Sears, 1981). 
Borrowed items were adapted to be consistent with the "female supervisor" theme of the 
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scale. Because Swim et al.'s (1995) version of the Modern Sexism Scale involved the 
three scales of denial of continuing discrimination, antagonism toward women's demands, 
and resentment about special favors for women, items were created or selected on the 
basis of how they would fit into each one of these sub-scales. Because Swim et al.'s 
previous research established the reliability and validity of the Modern Sexism Scale, it 
was believed to be rational to choose items that would best represent each a priori factor 
in order to optimize scale reliability and validity. Out of the 21 items that were borrowed, 
9 of the scale's items were from the Attitudes Toward Minority Supervisors Scale 
(Shadrick & Elias, 1996), 8 were from the Neosexism Scale (Tougas et al., 1995), and 3 
were from various Modern Racism Scales (McConahay et al., 1976, 1982, Sears et al., 
1971, Sears et al., 1982, Kinder et al., 1981). Other items were constructed to rationally 
relate to each a priori sub-scale. The final scale consisted of 35 items rated on a 5-point 
Likert scale from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree." 
Questionnaires 
After scale development, the questionnaires were administered to a validation 
sample of 269 undergraduate students. In order to demonstrate convergent and divergent 
validity, the Modern Sexism Scale (Swim et al., 1995), the Old-Fashioned Sexism Scale 
(Swim et al., 1995), and the Modern Sexist Attitudes Toward Female Supervisors Scale 
(MSATFS Scale) were administered. Copies of the Old-Fashioned Sexism Scale and the 
Modern Sexism Scale have been included in Appendix A. In addition to the scales, 
demographic information was obtained from the participants in order to make 
comparisons between particular groups and delineate the construct of sexism. The 
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demographic questions addressed age, gender, race, year of college, job experience, 
experience with a female supervisor, experience as a supervisor, and if their mother had 
worked outside the home. The items from each scale were interspersed in a single 
questionnaire. 
Procedure 
The questionnaire was administered to undergraduate classes during class time. 
Some of the participants received extra credit for participating in the study. Participants 
were asked to complete the questionnaire as honestly as possible and were told that 
participation in the study was completely voluntary. Participants were informed prior to 
the administration of the scales that the results would be confidential and anonymous, and 
they could decline to participate at any time during the administration. Due to the 
sensitive content of the scales being administered, participants were debriefed after the 
administration and assured of the confidentiality of the results. 
Chapter 4 
Results 
Principle Components Analysis 
A principle components analysis with a varimax rotation was conducted on the 
MSATFS Scale. Because the items were chosen on the basis of their fit into the three a 
priori factors previously determined in the Modern Sexism Scale (Swim et al. 1995), a 
three factor structure was imposed on the items. The results of the principle components 
analysis for the MSATFS Scale can be seen in Appendix B. 
Items representing the second factor in the MSATFS Scale were items that were 
consistent with the a priori factor "Resentment Over Special Favors for Women." A few 
of these items have been included in Table 2. The items clearly convey resentment toward 
women for receiving special attention due to their minority status. 
Table 2 
Selected Items Representing Resentment Over Special Favors for Women 
Resentment Scale Items 
14) It bothers me that some supervisors only obtain their position because they are 
female. 
24) It bothers me that due to pressure by the government, organizations often promote 
unqualified women into management positions. 
17) It bothers me that due to concern over the treatment of female supervisors, business 
and industry has denied opportunities for qualified males. 
Items that were consistent with another a priori factor, "Denial of Continuing 
Discrimination," represented the third factor in the MSATFS Scale. The example items in 
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Table 3 clearly illustrate that these items are consistent with denial that a problem exists 
concerning women in the labor force. 
Table 3 
Selected Items Representing Denial of the Continuing Discrimination 
Denial Scale Items 
1) Now days women have the same opportunities for promotions to supervisory positions 
as men do. 
5) In today's society women and men have equal opportunities for advancement in 
organizations. 
33) In the past few years, business and industry have progressed enough in their treatment 
of women to turn their focus to other areas of concern. 
The final factor produced in the principle components analysis represented the first 
factor in the MSATFS Scale. These items were not consistent with any of the a priori 
factors. The common theme among these items appeared to be a lack of empathy for the 
problems women face in the labor force today. Persons responding negatively to these 
items are believed to lack sensitivity to the dilemmas women have to contend with at 
work. As a result, they may be unable to empathize with the discriminatory treatment 
women receive. Due to this common theme among the items, the factor was named 
"Unsympathetic Identification with Women's Discrimination." Examples of these items 
can be seen in Table 4. 
Table 4 
Selected Items Representing Unsympathetic Identification with Women's Discrimination 
Unsympathetic Scale Items 
21) Since the civil rights movement, women have been promoted to more supervisory 
positions than they deserve. 
37) Women shouldn't push themselves into supervisory positions where they are not 
wanted. 
38) Women will make more progress by being patient and not pushing too hard for equal 
representation in management positions. 
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Scale Reliability 
An estimate of Chronbach's alpha was calculated for each sub-scale. In addition 
to calculating an estimate of reliability for the sub-scale, the reliability coefficient was 
examined for each item to determine whether it contributed to the overall reliability. Items 
that reduced overall reliability were removed from each scale. The results of the reliability 
analysis are presented in Table 5. 
Table 5 
Reliability Coefficients for the Sexism Scales 
Scale Number of Mean of SD of Alpha Adjusted 
Items the Scale the Scale Alpha 
Old-Fashioned 5 1.65 .54 .52 .15 
Modern 8 2.33 .60 .76 .57 
Resentment 8 3.09 .76 .81 .66 
Unsympathetic 9 2.32 .66 .83 .70 
Denial 8 2.86 .70 .81 .66 
MSATFS 25 2.74 .58 .90 .82 
As shown in Table 5, alpha for the Old-Fashioned Sexism Scale was rxx = .52. 
Because using Chronbach's alpha for calculating an estimate of reliability in this study 
violated the assumptions of the tau-equivalence model, the reliability coefficients are not a 
true estimate of the population reliability (Traub, 1994). Adjusted alpha was calculated 
for the Old-Fashioned Sexism scale using the Woodward and Bentler formula (1978). 
This formula produces a lower bound estimate of true population reliability in order to 
make useful inferences. The population reliability for Old-Fashioned Sexism Scale was rxx 
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= 15 Alpha for the Modern Sexism Scale was rxx= .76. Adjusted alpha for the Modern 
Sexism Scale was rxx = .57. 
Alpha for all of the responses to the 35 items for the MSATFS Scale was rxx= .86. 
After the redundant items were deleted, alpha was calculated on the remaining 25 items 
for an increase in the overall reliability coefficient to rxx = .90. Adjusted alpha for the 
MSATFS Scale is rxx= .82. In addition to the overall MSATFS Scale, the reliabilities 
were calculated for each subscale. An analysis of the reliability for the Resentment for 
Special Favors factor yielded an alpha of rxx = .81. An analysis of the reliability for the 
Denial of Continuing Discrimination factor yielded an alpha of rxx = .81. An analysis of 
the reliability for the Unsympathetic Identification with Women's Discrimination factor 
yielded an alpha of rxx = .83. 
In general, the reliability of the responses in the reduced MSATFS Scale would be 
considered high in comparison to the previous research on Modern Sexism (Swim et al. 
1995, Tougas et al. 1995). 
Validity 
The mean of the responses for each participant was calculated for each scale, and 
each factor within the MSATFS Scale. In order to get a better understanding of the 
relationships between the three subscales, correlations were calculated between them. 
As shown in Table 6, the correlations between the subscales ranged from rx> = .41 
(p < .01) to rx> = .61 (p<.01). 
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Table 6 
Correlation Matrix for the MSATFS Sub-Scales 
Scale Unsympathetic Resentment Denial 
Unsympathetic 
Resentment .58** 
Denial .61** .41** 
** Significant at the .01 level. 
In order to determine construct validity, the Old-Fashioned Sexism and Modern 
Sexism Scales were administered with the MSATFS Scale. It was hypothesized that high 
correlation's with the Modern Sexism Scale would demonstrate convergent validity, and 
low to moderate correlation's with the Old-Fashioned Sexism Scale would demonstrate 
divergent validity. Previous research by Swim et al. (1995) promulgated that Modern 
Sexism was a distinct construct apart from Old-Fashioned Sexism. The rationale behind 
the demonstration of divergent validity with the Old-Fashioned Sexism scale is that it 
would provide evidence for the uniqueness of the construct of Modern Sexism. 
Table 7 
Correlation Matrix for the Sexism Scales 
Scales 1 2 3 4 5 
Old-Fashioned Sexism 
Modern Sexism 46** 
Unsympathetic .41** .70** 
Resentment .23** .39** .58** 
Denial .14* .71** .61** .41** 
* Significant at the .05 level. 
** Significant at the .01 level. 
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The correlations between the six scales are presented in Table 7. The results in the 
correlation matrix show that all three subscales of the MSATFS Scale, the Modern Sexism 
Scale, and the Old-Fashioned Sexism Scale are significantly correlated with one another. 
In the Table 7, the Old-Fashioned Sexism Scale was moderately correlated with 
the Modern Sexism Scale at rxv = 46 (p < .01). In addition, it was correlated with the 
Unsympathetic Identification Factor at rx> = .41 (p < .01), the Resentment Factor at rxy= 
.23 (p < .01), and the Denial Factor at rx> = .14 (p < .05). It appears that Old-Fashioned 
Sexism is most strongly related to the Unsympathetic Identification dimension on the 
MSATFS Scale. Although it may be considered a moderate correlation, the strength of 
this relationship does not seem to justify the distinctiveness of the construct of Modern 
Sexism. 
The Modern Sexism Scale was correlated with the Unsympathetic Identification 
Factor at rx> = .70 (p < .01), the Resentment Factor at rxy = .39 (p < .01), and the Denial 
Factor at rxy = .71 (p < .01). The correlations are moderate to high, but may be 
insufficient to demonstrate convergent validity. 
In order to obtain a better interpretation of the relationships between the scales, a 
higher order principle components analysis with a varimax rotation was conducted on the 
mean scale scores. The results of the higher order principle components analysis can be 
seen in Table 8. The results of the factor analysis produced one overall factor for all three 
of the scales: the Old Fashioned Sexism, the Modern Sexism, and the sub-scales of the 
MSATFS Scale. The suggestion is that the scales are actually measuring some portion of 
the same construct. 
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Table 8 
Higher Order Principle Components Analysis 
Mean Response for the Sexism Communality 
Scales 
Old-Fashioned Sexism .53924 .29078 
Modern Sexism .87553 .76655 
Unsympathetic .88562 .78432 
Resentment .67990 46227 
Denial .78740 .62000 
Eigenvalue 2.9239 
Pet of Var 58.5 
Demographic Variables 
In order to facilitate the demonstration of construct validity, a number of 
demographic characteristics were solicited from the participants. 
The most important was gender. It was hypothesized that males would have 
significantly higher mean sexist attitudes than women on the Old-Fashioned Sexism, the 
Modern Sexism, and the MSATFS. In order to test this, one-way ANOVA's were 
conducted by gender on the all three scales. 
As shown in Table 9, the results of the one-way ANOVA's indicate that males had 
significantly greater mean sexist attitudes than women on the Old-Fashioned Sexism Scale 
(F 1, 269 = 32.7760, p < .05), the Modern Sexism Scale (F 1, 268 = 24.8109, p < .05), 
the Unsympathetic Identification Factor (F 1, 269 = 54.0401, g < .05), the Resentment 
Factor (F 1, 268 = 47.3524, p < .05), and the Denial Factor (F 1, 269 = 23.2410, p < .05). 
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Table 9 
Analysis of Variance Between Male and Female Subjects' Sexism Scores 
Scale X Gender 
Old-Fashioned Sexism 
Male 
Female 
Modern Sexism 
Male 
Female 
Resentment Over Special Favors 
Male 
Female 
Unsympathetic Identification 
Male 
Female 
df Means 
1.9102** 
1.5271 
1,268 
2.5776 * * 
1,267 
1,267 
1,268 
Denial of Continuing Discrimination 
Male 
1,268 
Female 
** Significant at the .01 level. 
** Significant at the .002 level after using Bonferroni's formula. 
S. D. Prob. of F 
.6209 
.4551 
.5691 
2.2056 .5740 
3.5085** .7461 
2.8826 .6753 
2.7034** .5460 
2.1292 .6259 
3.1420** .6113 
2.7209 .6998 
.0000 
.0000 
.0000 
.0000 
.0000 
Another demographic variable related to the scales was prior work experience with 
a female supervisor. The results shown in Table 10 reveal that participants who had 
worked for a female supervisor had lower mean sexist attitudes than those participants 
who had not worked for a female supervisor on the Old-Fashioned Sexism Scale (F 1, 246 
= 11.8194, p < .05) and the Modern Sexism Scale (F 1, 245 = 15.5008, p < .05). 
24 
Table 10 
Analysis of Variance Between Subjects' Responses to Having had a Female 
Supervisor 
Scale X Response to having df Means S. D. Prob. of 
had a Female Supervisor F 
Old-Fashioned Sexism 
Yes 1.612 .5224 
1,248 .0007 
No 2.0273** .6991 
Modern Sexism 
Yes 2.299 .5720 
1,248 .0001 
No 2.8125** .6941 _ _ _ _ _ _ 
** Significant at the .01 level 
** Significant at the .005 level after using Bonferroni's formula 
Finally, the results presented Table 11 show that those who had been a supervisor 
had higher mean sexist attitudes on the Resentment Factor than those who had not been a 
supervisor (F 1, 242 = 4.0051, p < .05). 
Table 11 
Analysis of Variance Between Subjects' Responses to Having Been a Supervisor 
Scale X Response to having df Means S. D. Prob. of F 
been a Supervisor 
Resentment Over Special 
Favors for Women 
Yes 3.2397* .7812 
1,244 .0465 
No^ _ _ 3.0354 _ .7483 
* Significant at the .05 level. 
Chapter 5 
Discussion 
This study was predicated on the notion that sexism may, in part, explain the "glass 
ceiling effect" encountered by women in business and industry. Due to the subtle nature 
of the construct and people's reluctance to express it, sexist attitudes are difficult to 
measure. The cultural norm of suppressing prejudicial beliefs regarding women tends to 
encourage the expression of sexist attitudes in terms of fairness and egalitarian values, 
rather than in language of inferiority. The MSATFS Scale was designed to tap these 
covert sexist beliefs. More specifically, it was designed to assess covert sexist beliefs 
toward women in managerial positions. 
The results of study demonstrated that sexist attitudes toward women in 
supervisory positions can be measured validly. Not surprisingly, the evidence indicates 
that men have greater sexist attitudes toward women across all of the scales. In addition, 
participants who had worked for a female supervisor reported having lower sexist 
attitudes. The interesting finding here is that more males reported having a female 
supervisor than did women. Perhaps the suggestion is that working for a female 
supervisor would decrease sexist attitudes, although someone with sexist beliefs may 
simply refuse to work under a female. 
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Another interesting finding was that those who had higher sexist attitudes on the 
resentment factor more frequently reported having been supervisors themselves. Further, 
women reported having been supervisors more frequently than men. Since the resentment 
factor relates to affirmative action programs and organizations giving women special 
consideration, again the suggestion is that men and women who had been supervisors 
themselves perceive this as particularly unfair since they feel that they secured their 
management position by their own merit (whether they had or not). This perception is 
consistent with attribution theory. People who are successful will credit their 
accomplishments to their own talents and hard work, but anyone who fails at similar tasks 
will be disparaged as having less talent and motivation (Heider, 1958). Likewise, people 
who are not successful will attribute their failures to environmental factors beyond their 
control, while the accomplishments of another who is successful at a similar task will be 
discounted with external negative attributions such as "they got lucky" (Heider, 1958). 
Chapter 6 
Study 2 
Literature Review 
Gender Differences in Leadership Evaluation 
One explanation for the disparities in salary level, salary increases, and promotions 
among male and female managers in the labor force is biased performance appraisal. A 
meta-analytic study conducted by Dobbins and Platz (1986) found that male and female 
leaders exhibit equal amounts of initiating structure and consideration and have equally 
satisfied subordinates. In spite of these findings, male leaders were rated as more effective 
than female leaders in laboratory studies. 
A more recent meta-analytic study conducted by Eagly, Makhijani, and Klonsky 
(1992) found a slight overall tendency for subjects to evaluate female leaders less 
favorably than male leaders. However, this effect was exacerbated when females carried 
out their leadership positions in a stereotypically masculine manner, particularly when this 
style was autocratic or directive. In addition, the devaluation of women was greater when 
leaders occupied male-dominated roles and when the evaluators were men. Despite this 
bias found in the evaluations of male and female managers, a later meta-analysis revealed 
that male and female leaders were equally effective (Eagly, Karau, & Makhijani, 1995). 
The purpose of this study is to use the modern sexism approach to investigate how 
sexism affects the evaluations of female managers. It is possible that the negative views of 
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the competence of women in managerial roles may be caused at least in part by Modern 
Sexism. 
Participants were asked to fill out the MSATFS Scale, the Brief Facet Measures of 
Social Conservatism Scale (Trapnell, 1997), a formatted copy of the Altemeyer Right-
Wing Authoritarianism Scale (Trapnell, 1997), a 12-item version of Pratto & Sidanius' 
(1994) Social Dominance Orientation Scale (Trapnell, 1997), and a revised version of the 
Modern Sexism Scale (Swim et al., 1995; Tougas et al., 1995). The participants were be 
asked to read one of two sets of vignettes. After reading each vignette, participants filled 
out a leadership evaluation form (Bartol & Butterfield 1976; Butterfield & Bartol, 1977; 
Butterfield, Powell, & Mainiero, 1978). It was expected that participants who score high 
on the MSATFS Scale would tend to give female managers lower evaluations than those 
participants who have low scores. Therefore, it was hypothesized that those who score 
high the MSATFS Scale will give lower evaluations for female managers as compared to 
male managers. Further, it was hypothesized this effect will be exacerbated when the 
female manager displays a stereotypically masculine style of leadership and when the raters 
are male. 
One of the major criticisms of the modern prejudice theories concerned their 
relationship to conservatism. Snider and Tetlock (1986) contended that the measures 
could be confounded by conservatism because the measures solicit reactions consistent 
with opposition to greater government bureaucracy and government regulation, e.g., 
busing, affirmative action, and fair-housing laws. The same criticism could be directed at 
the MSATFS Scale because of the content pertaining to affirmative action. Thus, we 
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expected that the measures obtained by the MSATFS Scale would be independent to 
measures of social conservatism. 
Another variable of interest is social dominance orientation (Pratto, Sidanius, 
Stallworth, & Bertram, 1994). This is an individual difference that refers to a desire one 
has for one's own group to be superior over all other groups in a culture. Tougas et al. 
(1995) found that Modern Sexism was positively related to threats to men's collective 
interests. Therefore, the final hypothesis was that measures of social dominance 
orientation will be positively related to both measures of sexism. 
Chapter 7 
Method 
Sample 
The participants in this study were 119 male and 203 female undergraduate 
students attending a university in northern Kentucky. The sample was 37% male and 63% 
female. The mean age of the sample was 27.1 years with a standard deviation of 10.3 
years, and the mean work experience was 10.2 years with a standard deviation of 9 years. 
Questionnaires 
The scales administered were the MSATFS Scale, a formatted copy of the 
Altemeyer Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale (Trapnell, 1997), a revised version of the 
Modern Sexism Scale (Swim et al., 1995; Tougas et al., 1995), a 12-item version of Pratto 
and Sidanius' (1994) Social Dominance Orientation Scale (Trapnell, 1997), and a 
leadership evaluation form (Bartol et al., 1976; Butterfield et al., 1977; Butterfield et al., 
1978). Further, the Brief Facet Measures of Social Conservatism Scale (Trapnell, 1997) 
was administered, which included the following subscales: religiousness; sexual constraint; 
traditionalism; authority; propriety; punitiveness; and ethnic prejudice. In order to 
enhance scale reliability for more valid comparisons, the revised version of the Modern 
Sexism Scale used in this study will be a combination of the Neosexism Scale (Tougas et 
al., 1995) and the Modern Sexism Scale (Swim et. al., 1995) (see Appendix C). All of the 
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scales consisted of items rated on a 5-point Likert scale from "strongly agree" to "strongly 
disagree." 
In addition to the scales, demographic information was obtained from the 
participants in order to analyze comparisons between particular groups and delineate the 
construct of sexism. The demographic items consisted of age, gender, job experience, 
whether they had a part-time or full-time job, experience with a male supervisor, 
experience with a female supervisor, experience as a supervisor, and whether their mother 
had worked outside the home. 
Vignettes 
The vignettes were obtained from a leadership study done by Bartol et al. (1976). 
The approach of this study is similar to that of Bartol et al. in that subjects were presented 
with situations in which the name of the manager being evaluated was manipulated to 
indicate male or female (see Appendices D, E, F, and G). The dimensions of initiating 
structure, consideration, production emphasis, and tolerance for freedom taken from the 
Ohio State Leadership Behavior Descriptive Questionnaire were the managerial behaviors 
selected for the investigation (Stogdill, 1963). The dimension of initiating structure is a 
leadership style whereby a leader clearly defines his/her own role and lets followers know 
what is expected. Consideration is a leadership style whereby a leader regards the 
comfort, well being, status, and contributions of followers. Production emphasis is a 
leadership style characterized by a leader applying pressure for productive output. Finally, 
tolerance for freedom is a leadership style associated with allowing followers scope for 
initiative, decision, and action. In this investigation, the dimensions of initiating structure 
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and production emphasis represented the behaviors that are stereotypically male, and the 
dimensions of consideration and tolerance for freedom represented those behaviors that 
are stereotypically female. 
Two sets of the four vignettes were prepared prior to the study. In one, the order 
of the managers was male, female, male, female; and in the other, the order was female, 
male, female, male. Each set was identical except that the sex of the managers was 
reversed. After the participants read each vignette, they were asked to evaluate the 
manager's behavior using a leadership evaluation form (Bartol et al., 1976; Butterfield et 
al., 1977; Butterfield et al., 1978). 
Procedure 
Participants were required to complete the MSATFS Scale, the Brief Facet 
Measures of Social Conservatism Scale (Trapnell, 1997), a formatted copy of the 
Altemeyer Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale (Trapnell, 1997), a 12-item version of 
Pratto and Sidanius' (1994) Social Dominance Orientation Scale (Trapnell, 1997), and the 
revised version of the Modern Sexism Scale (Swim et al., 1995; Tougas et al., 1995). 
Participants were asked to complete the questionnaires as honestly as possible. 
Participation in the study was voluntary. The participants were informed prior to the 
administration of the scales that the results were confidential and anonymous, and that 
they can decline to participate at any time during the administration (see Appendix H). In 
addition to the completion of the five scales, participants were asked to read one of two 
sets of vignettes. After reading each vignette, the participants were asked to evaluate the 
leader by filling out a leadership evaluation form (Bartol et al., 1976; Butterfield et al., 
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1977; Butterfield et al., 1978). The vignette sets and the scales were counterbalanced. 
Half of the subjects evaluated the leader in the vignette sets prior to the administration of 
the scales. The other half filled out the scales prior to evaluating the leader in the 
vignettes. After the experiment participants were asked if they had any comments or 
questions. 
Chapter 8 
Results 
Principle Components Analysis 
A principle components analysis with a varimax rotation was conducted on the 
MSATFS Scale. Because the items were chosen on the basis of their fit into the three a 
priori subscales previously determined in the Modern Sexism Scale (Swim et al., 1995), a 
three factor structure was imposed on the items. The results of the principle components 
analysis for the MSATFS Scale can be seen in Appendix I. The three factor structure 
identified in the previous study was confirmed in this analysis. The Denial Scale 
accounted for the largest portion of the variance at 29.9 %, with an eigenvalue of 7.47. 
The Resentment Scale followed, accounting for 11.8 % of the variance and an eigenvalue 
of 2.94. Finally, the Unsympathetic Scale accounted for 5.4 % of the variance with an 
eigenvalue of 1.36. A copy of the final MSATFS Scale may be found in Appendix J. 
Scale Reliability 
An estimate of Chronbach's alpha was calculated for the Revised Modern Sexism 
Scale, the Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale, the Social Dominance Orientation Scale, 
and the Leadership Evaluation Form. Further, an estimate of Chronbach's alpha was 
calculated for each sub-scale in the MSATFS Scale and the Brief Facet Measures of Social 
Conservatism Scale. Reliability coefficients were examined for each item to determine 
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whether it contributed to the overall reliability. Items that reduced overall reliability were 
removed from each scale. 
As shown in Table 12, alpha for the MSATFS Scale was rxx = .90. Since using 
Chronbach's alpha for calculating an estimate of reliability in this study violated the 
assumptions of the tau-equivalence model, the reliability coefficients are not a true 
estimate of the population reliability (Traub, 1994). Adjusted alpha was calculated for the 
MSATFS Scale using the Woodward and Bentler formula (1978). This formula produces 
a lower bound estimate of true population reliability in order to make useful inferences. 
The population reliability for MSATFS Scale was rxx = .86. Alpha for the Revised 
Modern Sexism Scale was rxx= .84. Adjusted alpha for the Revised Modern Sexism Scale 
was rxx= .77. 
Table 12 
Reliability Coefficients for the Measures 
Type of Number Mean of SD of Alpha Adjusted 
Scale of the the Alpha 
Items Scale Scale 
MSATFS Scale 25 2.85 .55 .90 .86 
Modern Sexism Scale 18 2.41 .52 .84 .77 
Resentment Scale 8 3.26 .70 .81 .73 
Unsympathetic Scale 9 2.41 .67 .82 .75 
Denial Scale 8 2.94 .67 .84 .77 
Authoritarianism 30 2.93 .60 .92 .89 
Social Dominance 12 2.28 .60 .86 .80 
Religiousness 8 2.80 .78 .81 .73 
Sexual Constraint 8 3.02 .88 .87 .82 
Traditionalism 8 3.04 .69 .85 .79 
Authority 8 2.88 .60 .73 .62 
Propriety 8 3.21 .68 .81 .73 
Punitiveness 8 3.29 .71 .82 .75 
Ethnic Prejudice 12 2.79 .65 .85 .79 
Leadership Evaluation 8 4.76 .62 .85 .79 
Form 
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In addition to the overall MSATFS Scale, the reliabilities were calculated for each 
subscale. An analysis of the reliability for the Resentment for Special Favors factor 
yielded an alpha of rxx = .81. Adjusted alpha for the Resentment Scale was rxx = .73. An 
analysis of the reliability for the Unsympathetic Identification with Women's 
Discrimination factor yielded an alpha of rxx = .82. Adjusted alpha for the Unsympathetic 
Scale was rxx = .75. Finally, an analysis of the reliability for the Denial of Continuing 
Discrimination factor yielded an alpha of rxx = .84. Adjusted alpha for the Denial Scale 
was rxx= .77. 
The reliabilities for the sexism scales were impressively consistent with the 
previous research study. The reliabilities for the other scales ranged from rxx = .73 to rxx = 
.92. These reliabilities were deemed acceptable for the inclusion of the other scales in the 
following analyses. 
Validity 
The mean of the responses for each participant was calculated for each scale, and 
each sub-scale within the MSATFS and Brief Facet Measures of Social Conservatism 
Scale. In order to delineate the construct of sexism, a correlation matrix was calculated 
between the measures of prejudice. The Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale was included 
in the first correlation matrix due to its notoriety in the research literature for its 
relationship to prejudice (Altemeyer, 1981, 1988). 
As shown in Table 13 the correlations between the Revised Modern Sexism Scale 
and the subscales of the MSATFS Scale ranged from between rxy= .44 (p < .01). to rxy = 
.82 (p < .01). The strongest relationships with the Revised Modern Sexism Scale were 
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with the Unsympathetic Scale and the Denial Scale at rxy= .82 (p < .01) and rxy= .76 (p < 
.01). These correlations are strong enough to support the demonstration of convergent 
validity. The correlation between the Revised Modern Sexism Scale and the Resentment 
Scale was moderate at rxy= .44 (p < .01), thereby suggesting that the Resentment Scale 
maybe measuring a factor other than sexism. 
Table 13 
Correlations Between the Measures of Prejudice 
Scales 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Resentment -
Unsympathetic 
Denial 
.53** 
22** .65** 
Modern 44** .82** .76** -
Authoritarianism .10 .31** 27** -
Social Dominance 25** .45** 49** .26** -
Ethnic Prejudice 17** 40** .30** .42** 42** .66** 
** significant at the .01 level. 
The correlation between the Authoritarianism Scale and the sexism scales ranged 
from nonsignificant to rxv= .39 (p < .01). The strongest relationship with the 
Authoritarianism Scale was with the Revised Modern Sexism Scale at rx>-= .39 (p < .01). 
Correlations with the Unsympathetic Scale and the Denial scale were relatively weak to 
moderate at rxv= .31 (p < .01) and rxy= .27 (p < .01). Interestingly, the Resentment Scale 
seemed to have no relationship to the Authoritarianism Scale rxy= .10 (p > .05). 
The correlations between the Social Dominance Orientation Scale and the sexism 
scales ranged from rx> = .15 (p < .01). rxT= .49 (p < .01), with three out of the four 
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correlations being considered moderate. Finally, the correlations between the Ethnic 
Prejudice Scale and the sexism scales ranged from r.y,= .17 (p < .01) to rx> = .42 (p < .01). 
Once again, three out of the four correlations could be considered moderate. The weakest 
relationships with Social Dominance Orientation and Ethnic Prejudice were with the 
Resentment Scale at rx> = .15 (p < .01) and rxy= .17 (p < .01). These results further 
suggest that the Resentment subscale is measuring a factor other than sexism. 
In order to determine the sexism scales relationship to social conservatism, a 
correlation matrix was calculated between the sexism scales and the subscales of the Brief 
Facet Measures of Social Conservatism Scale. The correlation matrix can be seen in Table 
14. 
Table 14 
Correlations Between the Sexism and Conservatism Scales 
Scales 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Resentment 
Unsympathetic .53** 
Denial .32** .65** 
Modern .44** .82** .76** 
Religiousness .06 .16** .14* .18** 
Sexual Constraint -.01 .13* .11* .16** .65** 
-
Traditionalism .12* .22** 19** .27** .52** .60** 
Authority -.05 .13* 17** 20** .38** .46** 44** 
Propriety -.01 .09 .07 .13* 47** .62** .60** 
Punitiveness 15** .23** 27** .25** .11* .24** .36** 
* significant at the .05 level. 
** significant at the .01 level. 
The correlations between the sexism scales and the social conservatism scales 
ranged from nonsignificant (rx> = -.01, p > .05) to rx> = .27 (p < .01). All of the 
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relationships were too weak to support the contention that the sexism scales are 
confounded by social conservatism. In particular, the Resentment Scale had only two 
significant relationships with social conservatism: Traditionalism (rxy= .12, p < .05) and 
Punitiveness ( r xy= .15, p < .01). 
MANOVA's were calculated between the evaluations for male and female 
managers across all the leadership styles portrayed, in order to determine if the female 
managers in this study were evaluated in a biased fashion. According to the results, there 
were no significant differences in the evaluations for male and female managers displaying 
the style of initiating structure, consideration and tolerance for freedom. 
Table 15 
Multivariate Analysis of Variance Between Male and Female Leadership 
Evaluations for Each Leadership Style 
Leadership Style X df Means S. D. Prob. of F 
Gender of Leader 
Production Emphasis 
Male 4.12 1.39 
1,321 .003 
Female 4.54* 1.15 
Consideration 
Male 5.50 1.08 
1,321 .127 
Female 5.30 1.25 
Initiating Structure 
Male 5.35 1.15 
1,321 .419 
Female 5.24 1.29 
Tolerance for Freedom 
Male 3.99 1.28 
1,321 .477 
Female 4.08 1.39 
* Significant at the .013 level after using Bonferroni's formula. 
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There was a significant difference in the evaluations for the manager displaying the 
production emphasis style (F 1, 321 = 8.98618, p < .013), but the difference favored the 
females. 
Table 16 
Factorial ANOVA's Between Gender of the Rater and Gender of the 
Leader 
Gender Rater X Gender Leader df Mean Standard Significant 
Deviation F 
Production Emphasis Leader 
Male 
Female 
Production Emphasis Leader 
Male 
Female 
Consideration Leader 
Male 
Female 
Consideration Leader 
Male 
Female 
Initiating Structure Leader 
Male 
Female 
Initiating Structure Leader 
Male 
Female 
Tolerance for Freedom Leader 
Male 
Female 
Tolerance for Freedom Leader 
Male 
Female 
1, 321 
1,321 
1,321 
1,321 
1,321 
1, 321 
1, 321 
1,321 
3.89286 1.3395 
4.51562 1.2075 
4.25631 1.4150 
4.55649 1.1251 
4.94643 1.4495 
5.39063 .9966 
5.41793 1.1401 
5.31971 1.2291 
5.52976 1.0608 
5.12946 1.2133 
5.48232 1.0956 
5.39543 1.2578 
4.31151 1.4591 
4.35491 1.1934 
3.93813 1.2943 
3.77524 3.7752 
.275 
.275 
.054 
.054 
.245 
.245 
.496 
.496 
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Factorial ANOVA's were calculated in order to determine if there was a significant 
interaction in the evaluations between the gender of the rater and gender of the manager 
displaying one of the four leadership styles. The results of this analysis can be seen in 
Table 16. According to the results, there were no significant interactions in the 
evaluations between the gender of the rater and gender of the manager displaying any of 
the four styles of leadership. 
Correlation matrices were calculated for male and female participants using their 
scores on the sexism scales and their evaluations for the managers. 
Table 17 
Correlation Matrix Between Female Participant's Sexism Scores and the Leadership 
Evaluations 
Scale X Gender 
of Rater 
Resentment 
Male 
Female 
Unsympathetic 
Male 
Female 
Denial 
Male 
Female 
Modern Sexism 
Male 
Female 
Production 
Emphasis 
-.03 
.01 
.04 
.16 
- . 0 0 
.19 
-.03 
.13 
Consideration 
.18 
.04 
.10 
- . 0 2 
.04 
- . 1 8 
.00 
.00 
Initiating 
Structure 
.17 
.15 
.13 
.08 
.03 
-.05 
.06 
- . 0 8 
Tolerance for 
Freedom 
.15 
- . 0 1 
.05 
.14 
-.07 
- . 0 1 
.03 
.07 
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The results of the correlational analysis for female participants' sexism scores and 
their evaluations on each leadership style can be seen in Table 17. The results of the 
correlational analysis reveal there were no significant correlations between the sexism 
scores of the female participants and their evaluations for each leadership style of a male 
or female manager. 
A correlation matrix was calculated using the male participant's sexism scores and 
their evaluations for male and female managers exhibiting one of the four styles of 
leadership. 
Table 18 
Correlation Matrix Between Male Participant's Sexism Scores and the Leadership 
Evaluations 
Scale X Gender Production Consideration Initiating Tolerance for 
of Rater Emphasis Structure Freedom 
Resentment 
Male .03 .18 .25 .00 
Female -.08 -.24 -.07 -.04 
Unsympathetic 
Male .06 .13 .01 .19 
Female .02 -.40** -.07 -.27* 
Denial 
Male -.01 .14 .05 .22 
Female -.08 -.30* .01 -.11 
Modern Sexism Male .08 .16 .01 .15 
Female -.02 -.34** .00 -.18 
* Significant at the .05 level. * * Significant at the .01 level. 
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As shown in Table 18 the results of the correlational analysis show that some of 
the sexism scales are negatively correlated with evaluations for female managers, 
exhibiting a particular leadership style, when the rater is male. 
The Unsympathetic Scale was negatively correlated with evaluations for the 
consideration leader at rx> = -.40 (p < .01), and the tolerance for freedom leader at rx> = -
.27 (p < .05). The Denial Scale was negatively correlated with evaluations for the 
consideration leader at rx> = -.30 (p < .05). Finally, the Modern Sexism Scale was 
negatively correlated with evaluations for the consideration leader at rx> = -.34 (p < .01). 
A regression analysis was conducted using the male's sexism scores on the 
Unsympathetic, Denial, and Modern Sexism Scales as the independent variable, and the 
evaluations for the female consideration and tolerance for freedom leaders as the 
dependent variable. The results of the regression analysis can be seen in Table 19. 
Table 19 
Step-Wise Regression Analysis Between the Male Participant's Sexism Scores and the 
Leadership Evaluations 
Sexism Scales Leadership 
Style 
R Square Standard Error F Value SigF 
Unsympathetic Consideration -.16** 1.34 11.70274 .0011 
Tolerance 
-.07* 
1.42 4.83800 .0316 
Denial Consideration -.09* 1.39 6.08032 .0165 
Modern Sexism Consideration -.12** 1.38 7.90675 .0066 
* Significant at the .05 level. 
** Significant at the .01 level. 
The results of the regression analysis show that the Unsympathetic Scale accounts 
for 16% of the variance in a female manager's evaluation when she exhibits a 
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consideration style of leadership (F 1, 321 = 11.70274, p < .01), and 7% of the variance in 
a female manager's evaluation when she exhibits a tolerance for freedom style (F 1, 321 = 
4.83800, p < .05). The Denial Scale accounts for 9% of the variance in a female 
manager's evaluation when she exhibits a consideration style (F 1, 321 = 6.08032, p < 
.05). Finally, the Modern Sexism Scale accounts for 12% of the variance in a female 
manager's evaluation when she exhibits a consideration style (F 1, 321 = 7.90675, p < 
.01). 
Demographic Variables 
In order to further delineate the construct of sexism, analyses were calculated 
using the participant's demographic variables. A correlational analysis was conducted 
using the participant's sexism scale scores and the variables of age and work experience. 
The results can be seen in Table 20. 
Table 20 
Correlation Matrix Between Participant's Sexism Scores, Age, and Work Experience 
Variables X Gender Resentment Unsympathetic Denial Modern Sexism 
Age 
Male -.05 -.12 -.08 -.09 
Female -.04 -.09 -.17* -.10 
Work Experience 
Male -.03 -.09 -.05 -.05 
Female -.03 -.06 .10 -.06 
* Significant at the .05 level. 
The results of the correlational analysis reveal that there was a slight negative 
correlation between the Denial Scale and age for females (rw = . 17, p < .05), but no such 
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relationship existed for males. No other correlations were significant between age or 
work experience and the sexism scales. 
MANOVA's were calculated between the participant's mean sexist attitudes by the 
demographic items of gender, job status, experience with a male supervisor, experience 
with a female supervisor, experience as a supervisor, and experience with mother working 
outside the home. The results of the MANOVA calculated between gender and the 
sexism scales can be seen in Table 21. 
Table 21 
Female Subjects' Sexism Scores 
Scale X Gender df Mean S.D. SigF 
Resentment 
Male 
1,321 
3.53782** .6627 
.0000 
Female 3.10037 .6669 
Unsympathetic 
Male 
1, 321 
2.82593** .7112 
.0000 
Female 2.25827 .6251 
Denial 
Male 
1,321 
3.05630** .6297 
.0000 
Female 2.64680 .5927 
Modern Sexism 
Male 
1, 321 
2.65686** .5508 
.0000 
Female 2.26820 .4520 
** Significant at the .01 level. 
** Significant at the .0025 level after using Bonferroni s formula. 
The results of the MANOVA reveal that males were significantly more sexist than 
females across all the measures of sexism. 
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Another variable that had a significant relationship to the sexism scales was 
experience with a female supervisor. A MANOVA was calculated using the female 
participant's scores on the Unsympathetic Scale and experience with a female supervisor. 
The results can be seen in Table 22. 
Table 22 
Multivariate Analysis of Variance Between Female Participant's 
Response to Having Had a Female Supervisor 
Scale X Female Supervisor df Means S.D. Sig F 
Unsympathetic 
Yes 2.2364 .6256 
1,322 .0460 
No 2.6071* .5244 
* Significant at the .05 level. 
The results show that females who reported they had no experience with a female 
supervisor scored significantly higher on the Unsympathetic Scale than those females who 
reported they had experience with a female supervisor (F 1, 321 = 4.0324, p < .05). This 
outcome should be interpreted with caution because only 12 of the female participants 
responded "no" to having had a female supervisor. 
Chapter 9 
Discussion 
The results of the two studies confirm that two sub-scales contained in the 
MSATFS Scale are valid measures of the construct of sexism. The high correlations 
between the Unsympathetic, Denial, and the Revised Modern Sexism Scale support the 
demonstration of convergent validity. Moreover, the high correlations between the Social 
Dominance Orientation, the Authoritarianism, and the Ethnic Prejudice Scale further 
delineate the sexism scales as a legitimate measure of prejudice. The low to moderate 
correlations between the Resentment Scale and the other measures of prejudice provide 
little support that the resentment factor is a legitimate component of sexism. 
In addition to the demonstration of convergent validity, the low correlations 
between the sexism scales and the measures of social conservatism support the contention 
that the scales are actually measuring the construct of sexism. In fact, the Resentment 
Scale had the most non-significant relationships out of all of the sexism scales. This result 
was surprising due to the content of the items on the Resentment Scale having references 
to affirmative action programs. The suggestion seems to that the Resentment Scale is not 
measuring social conservatism either. 
The results of the MANOVA's show that the evaluations for male and female 
managers were not significantly different from one another for three of the four styles of 
leadership. When the difference was significant, the evaluation favored the females. This 
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result was surprising since Production Emphasis was supposed to represent a 
stereotypically masculine leadership style. It would seem to contradict previous research 
findings by Eagly et al. (1992), that there is a tendency for subjects to evaluate female 
leaders less favorably than male leaders when females carried out their leadership positions 
in a stereotypically masculine manner, particularly when this style was autocratic or 
directive. 
The results of the correlational analysis revealed that three of the sexism scales do 
predict lower evaluations for female leaders, under certain circumstances. When the rater 
is male, and the female is carrying out her leadership role in the consideration style, the 
Unsympathetic, Denial, and the Revised Modern Sexism Scale all predict lower 
evaluations for the female manager. In addition, the Unsympathetic Scale also predicts 
lower evaluations for a female manager when the rater is male, and she is carrying out her 
leadership role in the tolerance for freedom style. Later regression analyses showed that 
the effects of modern sexism accounted for 7% to 16% of the variance in their 
evaluations. 
An analysis of the demographic information revealed only a few relationships with 
the sexism scales. Consistent with the previous research study, males were significantly 
more sexist than females across all of the sexism scales. This relationship was the 
strongest found in the demographic information. The other analyses found only very weak 
relationships to sexism. 
Age and work experience had only one significant relationship with males and 
females. Females tended to score lower on the Denial Scale as they increased in age. The 
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suggestion is that as women get older, they accumulate more experience with the problem 
of sexism and, therefore, gain a stronger acknowledgment it exists. There were no 
significant relationships with the male participants' sexism scores and their age or work 
experience. 
Finally, females who reported they had never worked for a female supervisor had 
significantly higher scores on the Unsympathetic Scale than females who reported they had 
worked for a female supervisor. Once again, this interpretation should be treated with 
caution due to the small sample size of females that had never worked for a female 
supervisor. 
One weakness of this study is artificiality. The participants were college students 
evaluating managers that were paper people. More research should be done using the 
MSATFS Scale in field research and applied settings. Organizations that have sensitivity 
training programs would be an ideal setting for the research. One question that could be 
answered is whether or not sexism can actually be reduced and possibly eliminated 
through education and training. 
In addition to the issue of artificiality, the Resentment Scale deserves more 
scrutiny. If the Resentment Scale is not measuring sexism or conservatism, what is it 
measuring? One possibility is that it is measuring attitudes toward affirmative action or 
beliefs about fairness. Future research should focus on what the Resentment Scale is 
actually measuring. 
In conclusion, this initial research on Modern Sexism has provided an alternative 
way of assessing the reasons for the difficulties female supervisors have in an 
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organizational context. Although the concept of sexism is not new in explaining the lack 
of parity between men and women in the labor force, this approach to measuring and 
diagnosing the problem has not yet been attempted. It has been predicted that as the baby 
boom generation retires more positions will open up in the work force for minorities and 
women (Vaydanoff, 1987). This trend could mean that the ability for the United States to 
compete effectively in a global market may be contingent on our capabilities to utilize our 
human resources more efficiently. In this author's opinion, the best possible way to utilize 
our talent will be from the demographic sections that have largely been ignored. 
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Appendix A 
Items to Measure Modern and Old-Fashioned Sexism (Swim et al., 1995) 
Old-Fashioned Sexism Scale 
1. Women are generally not as smart as men. 
2. I would be equally comfortable having a woman as a boss as a man.(-) 
3. It is more important to encourage boys than to encourage girls to participate in 
athletics. 
4. Women are just as capable of thinking logically as men.(-) 
5. When both parents are employed and their child gets sick at school, the school should 
call the mother rather than the father. 
Modern Sexism Scale 
Denial of continuing discrimination 
1. Discrimination against women is no longer a problem in the United States. 
2. Women often miss out on good jobs due to sexual discrimination.(-) 
3. It is rare to see women treated in a sexist manner on television. 
4. On average, people in our society treat husbands and wives equally. 
5. Society has reached the point where women and men have equal opportunities for 
achievement. 
Antagonism toward women's demands 
6. It is easy to understand the anger of women's groups in America.(-) 
7. It is easy to understand why women's groups are still concerned about societal 
limitations of women's opportunities. (-) 
Resentment about special favors for women 
8. Over the past few years, the government and news media have been showing more 
concern about the treatment of women than is warranted by women's actual 
experiences. 
(-) Indicates reverse scoring 
Appendix B 
Items 
Since the civil rights movement, women have 
been promoted to more supervisor) positions than 
they deserve. 
Women shouldn't push themselves into 
supervisor\- positions where they are not w anted. 
Women will make more progress by being patient 
and not pushing to hard for equal representation 
in management positions. 
Women have more to offer to organizations than 
they have been allow ed to demonstrate. (-) 
Over the past few years, women have gotten more 
promotions to management positions than they 
deserve. 
Women's groups have gone loo far in pushing for 
more management opportunities for women. 
()ver the past few years business and industry 
have placed more emphasis on the treatment of 
female supervisors than is really necessary. 
There are enough women in supervisory positions 
to justify eliminating affirmative action programs. 
Sexual discrimination against women is not a 
problem in organizations. 
It bothers me that some supervisors only obtain 
their position because they are female. 
It bothers me that due to pressure by the 
government, organizations often promote 
unqualified women into management positions. 
It bothers me that due to concern over the 
treatment of female supervisors, business and 
industry has denied opportunities lor qualified 
males. 
It bothers me that due to concern over women's 
issues, upper level managers are likely to pay 
more attention to the problems laced by female 
supervisors just because they are women. 
IJnsMiipalhetic Identification with 
Women's Discrimination 
.66782 
.64227 
.60773 
.57055 
.56653 
.54671 
.54118 
.52166 
.47353 
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Resentment over Denial of Continuing Communality 
Special Favors for Discrimination 
Women _ _ 
.5.3114 
.42730 
.42412 
.41467 
.51720 
.50407 
.37032 
.76567 
.75354 
.73869 
.59726 
.47019 
.46420 
.58692 
.57104 
.59733 
.46204 
Items 
It bothers me that, in order to not appear sexist, 
many organizations over pay female supervisors. 
An organization should not make any special 
effort to promote women to management because 
they should help themselves. 
Affirmative action programs give women an unfair 
advantage over men in regards to promotions for 
supervisory positions. 
1 cannot see why women think they deserve to be 
in supervisory positions just because they are 
women. 
Now days women have the same opportunities for 
promotions to supervisory positions as men do. 
In today's society women and men have equal 
opportunities for advancement in organizations. 
In the past few years, business and industry have 
progressed enough in their treatment of women to 
turn their focus to other areas of concern. 
Most women could receive promotions to 
management positions without any help from 
affirmative action programs, 
loo often, women do not receive promotions in 
organizations due to sexual discrimination. (-) 
I really agree with Women who are still concerned 
about too few jobs for female supervisors in 
business and industry. (-) 
In general, female supervisors earn just as much 
money or more than male supervisors. 
Militant feminists have overreacted toward the 
lack of promotions for women in organizations. 
1 iigeivvalue 
Pet o fVar 
Unsympathetic Identification with 
Women' s 1 )iscrimination 
7.57209 
30.3 
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Resentment over Denial of Continuing Communality 
Special favors for Discrimination 
Women 
.52775 .43335 
.50713 .39862 
.50700 .49022 
.42426 .22561 
.78197 .62202 
.77596 .62473 
.60512 .38281 
.59749 .46041 
.56887 .36212 
.51363 .45439 
.49172 .34093 
.42594 .51544 
2.54125 1.53784 
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Appendix C 
Modern Sexism/Neo-Sexism Scale 
1. Discrimination against women is no longer a problem in the United States. 
2. Women often miss out on good jobs due to sexual discrimination.(-) 
3. It is rare to see women treated in a sexist manner on television. 
4. On average^ people in our society treat husbands and wives equally. 
5. Society has reached the point where women and men have equal opportunities for 
achievement. 
6. It is easy to understand the anger of women's groups in America.(-) 
7. It is easy to understand why women's groups are still concerned about societal 
limitations of women's opportunities. (-) 
8. Over the past few years, the government and news media have been showing more 
concern about the treatment of women than is warranted by women's actual 
experiences. 
9. I consider the present employment system to be unfair to women.(-) 
10. Women shouldn't push themselves where they are not wanted. 
11. Women will make more progress by being patient and not pushing too hard for 
change. 
12. It is difficult to work for a female boss. 
13. Women's requests in terms of equality between the sexes are simply exaggerated. 
14. Over the past few years, women have gotten more from the government than they 
deserve. 
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15. Universities are wrong to admit women in costly programs such as medicine, when in 
fact, a large number will leave their jobs after a few years to raise their children. 
16. In order not to appear sexist, many men are inclined to overcompensate women. 
17. Due to social pressures, firms frequently have to hire underqualified women. 
18. In a fair employment system, men and women would be considered equal.(-) 
(-) Indicates reverse scoring 
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Appendix D 
Initiating Structure 
When the personnel director of Greenwald, Inc., a growing manufacturing 
concern, retired last year, Helen (Paul) Lacey was brought in from another company to 
head the personnel department. She (He) came with excellent recommendations and was 
the unanimous choice of those interviewing the job candidates. Her (His) charge was to 
streamline and update the personnel department. At this time, the personnel department 
consisted of five professional workers, two secretaries, and two clerical assistants. One of 
the professionals, Jan Wrigley, had wanted the personnel director position; but top 
management chose to bring in someone from the outside. 
Shortly after her (his) arrival, Lacey called a meeting of the professional staff to 
explain the general direction in which she (he) felt the personnel department should move. 
At the meeting she (he) also outlined briefly what she (he) expected from each staff 
member in the immediate future. 
Within a few weeks, Lacey reorganized the department and provided each member 
of the staff with a description of the functions of each position in the department. Soon 
thereafter, she (he) formulated specific department goals for the coming year and assigned 
various projects to each staff member. She (he) then held individual meetings with each of 
the staff members to explain what their projects entailed and to give directions on how 
they should proceed. She (he) was careful to specify the basis on which their work would 
be evaluated. "I want all the members of my staff to know exactly what is expected of 
them," she (he) told each of them. 
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Once she (he) had activated the department in the direction she (he) wished, Lacey 
herself (himself) began to develop standardized procedures for the department in order to 
eliminate some of the procedural confusion which had existed under the previous director. 
She (he) also instituted a newsletter to keep the various administrators in the company 
informed of various changes. 
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Appendix E 
Production Emphasis 
After three years as a systems analyst for Datamation, Inc., a data processing 
consulting firm, Marylin (Fredrick) Moore was placed in charge of a systems unit 
consisting of three senior systems analysts, two junior systems analysts and six computer 
programmers. The unit specialized in the design and implementation of billing systems for 
a variety of business operations and was one of four systems units at Datamation. 
Since it was her (his) first managerial position, Moore was anxious to do an 
outstanding job. She (he) particularly wanted to have a good record on the number of 
billing systems completed and installed at customer locations during the fiscal year, since 
she (he) felt this was a major criterion on which her (he) unit would be evaluated. 
Soon Moore began coming in an hour early each morning and usually left an hour 
or two after quitting time with her (his) briefcase full of materials she (he) worked on at 
home. She (he) frequently went to the office on Saturdays and encouraged her (his) staff 
to put in a few hours on Saturdays even though they were not eligible for overtime pay. 
In fact, she (he) often scheduled meetings with individual staff members for Saturday 
mornings, noting that the number of interruptions due to the telephone ringing and other 
factors was likely to be minimal. Staff meetings were held each Monday morning to 
evaluate the progress of various systems design and computer programs. At this time staff 
members would discuss the status of their various projects and cutline any foreseeable 
problems. 
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When new projects were assigned to the unit, Moore would allow her (his) staff to 
set completion dates for the projects, but urged them to choose the earliest dates possible. 
She (he) had a chart made which depicted where each project was according to deadline 
dates and often brought data indicating how the other three units were doing. Moore 
urged her (his) staff to outpace the other units and come up with the best record for the 
year. "We can do it," she (he) would often say to them. 
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Appendix F 
Consideration 
The sales staff moved around talking and enjoying the refreshments. This week Lynn 
Warren was getting married and the sales boss, Catherine (Al) Buckley, liked to have 
some kind of small office get-together to acknowledge such events. Usually it was in 
conjunction with the bi-weekly staff meetings, since staff members were traveling in their 
sales territories much of the time. 
Buckley also was showing the staff the plan for office space in the new company 
building going up about a mile away. The sales office was one of the units chosen to 
make the moves; Buckley had fought hard to get her (his) staff into the plush new 
quarters. Now she (he) had put the final touches on the planned layout of the new office 
and ordered the new furniture. She (he) told the group they had come up with a good 
layout and she (he) really liked the decor they had chosen. She (he) had been able to use 
the prior suggestions of the staff members and had put many, many hours into the plans. 
Nevertheless, she (he) told the sales staff that she would alter the final plans if they really 
wanted her (him) to. "Sales is hard work and I want all of you to be as comfortable as 
possible in the office," she (he) told them. "Besides, a good looking office will make a 
favorable impression on clients." 
A little later Pat Miller went over to Buckley and said, "I won't be able to make 
the special meeting on Friday because I have an appointment with the dentist. Do you 
suppose we could reschedule it?" 
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Buckley replied immediately, "No problem. If you can make it first thing Monday 
morning, I'll see about setting it up with the others. 
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Appendix G 
Tolerance for Freedom 
The San Francisco branch of Houghton, Peters, and Richardson, Stockbrokers, 
Inc., was the second largest branch in the company, employing nearly 75 people. It was 
the company's main office on the west coast, and because of the time difference with New 
York operated on a modified shift basis. Betty (Bill) Lambert was the branch manager, 
responsible for running the entire operation. There were several assistant managers for 
underwriting, commodities, bonds, etc., but they tended to be managers of activities rather 
than of people. Lambert herself (himself) was clearly the key executive. 
Lambert spent a great deal of time on the telephone, either with New York or 
talking to customers. She (he) expected her (his) professional staff to handle their own 
accounts and to stay on top of their particular areas. If any special problems arose, she 
(he) was available at their request for discussions. 
On Mondays, Lambert ate breakfast at 7:00 in the office with the early bird crew, 
which came in every day at 6:00 AM to be ready for the opening of the New York 
exchange. The other four mornings she (he) monitored the exchange from poolside at her 
(his) home, arriving at the office around 9:00. She (he) would then spend the rest of the 
morning sipping coffee, reading the Wall Street Journal, and talking on the telephone. 
Occasionally, a broker or analyst might come to her (him) with a particular problem or 
question. The general atmosphere was relaxed and informal, although there was often a 
high level of activity in the office. 
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Very frequently Lambert would eat lunch with a major customer, reviewing the 
client's portfolio at that time. After lunch she (he) would return to the office to see how 
the New York market closed, glance at the computer output of the day's transactions, and 
make a few phone calls. The rest of the day was usually spent reading financial reports, 
analyses prepared by her (his) staff, and other documents. Once or twice a week she (he) 
would leave early to stop by potential new investment opportunities on her (his) way 
home. 
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Appendix H 
Informed Consent To Participate In A Research Study 
Principal Investigator and Supervising Institution 
Thank you for your assistance. This research project is a part of a Master's Thesis 
being conducted by Eric Dulaney a graduate student at Western Kentucky University. 
Purpose of the Research 
The purpose of the research is to solicit attitudes concerning social issues in the 
work place. As a participant in this study you will be asked to read work related scenarios 
and fill out several questionnaires. It should take 20-30 minutes to read the scenarios and 
complete all of the questionnaires. 
Risks and Benefits 
There are no foreseeable risks in your participation, and you will receive no direct 
benefits from this research. However, you will be helping a graduate student complete 
their master's thesis and contribute to our understanding of work attitudes. 
Confidentiality 
The procedure does not require that you give your name. Your participation in 
this research is anonymous and your confidentiality will be respected. 
Participants Right of Refusal 
Your participation in this research is voluntary and if at any point you feel 
uncomfortable answering the questionnaires you may quit. If you decline to participate or 
discontinue, you will not receive any penalty or lose any benefits that you are entitled (e.g. 
extra credit). If you have any questions about the procedure or any of the information 
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please feel free to ask at any time. Thank you again for your participation. If you are 
interested in the results you may contact me at: 55 Burdsall Ave, Ft. Mitchell, KY 
41017-2801,(606)331-2051. 
Appendix I 
Items 
Now days women have the same opportunities for promotions to 
supervisory positions as men do. 
In today's society women and men have equal opportunities for 
advancement in organizations. 
In the past few years, business and industry have progressed enough in 
their treatment of women to turn their focus to other areas of concern. 
Most women could receive promotions to management positions without 
any help from affirmative action programs. 
Too often, women do not receive promotions in organizations due to 
sexual discrimination. (-) 
I really agree with women who are still concerned about too few jobs for 
female supervisors in business and industry. (-) 
In general, female supervisors earn just as much money or more than male 
supervisors. 
Militant feminists have overreacted toward the lack of promotions for 
women in organizations. 
Women have more to offer to organizations than they have been allowed 
to demonstrate. (-) 
Sexual discrimination against women is not a problem in organizations. 
Since the civil rights movement, women have been promoted to more 
supervisory positions than they deserve. 
Women shouldn't push themselves into supervisory positions where they 
are not wanted. 
Women will make more progress by being patient and not pushing to hard 
for equal representation in management positions. 
Over the past few years, women have gotten more promotions to 
management positions than they deserve. 
Women's groups have gone too far in pushing for more management 
opportunities for women. 
Over the past few years business and industry have placed more emphasis 
on the treatment of female supervisors than is really necessary. 
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Denial 
Scale 
.76835 
.71865 
.70153 
.51699 
.54376 
.53923 
.50109 
.50564 
.43595 
.50466 
Unsympathetic 
Scale 
Resentment 
Scale 
.67924 
.66672 
.49223 
.67607 
.63649 
.60519 
Communality 
.60463 
.54144 
.60542 
.27481 
.33527 
.46087 
.33556 
.43665 
.34822 
43838 
.62815 
.49587 
.36290 
.62584 
.61596 
.49563 
Items 
There are enough women in supervisory positions to justify eliminating 
affirmative action programs. 
It bothers me that some supervisors only obtain their position because they 
are female. 
It bothers me that due to pressure by the government, organizations often 
promote unqualified women into management positions. 
It bothers me that due to concern over the treatment of female supervisors, 
business and industry has denied opportunities for qualified males. 
It bothers me that due to concern over women's issues, upper level 
managers are likely to pay more attention to the problems faced by female 
supervisors just because they are women. 
It bothers me that, in order to not appear sexist, many organizations over 
pay female supervisors. 
An organization should not make any special effort to promote women to 
management because they should help themselves. 
Affirmative action programs give women ah unfair advantage over men in 
regards to promotions for supervisory positions. 
I cannot see why women think they deserve to be in supervisory positions 
just because they are women. 
Eigenvalue 
Pet of Var 
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Denial Unsympathetic 
Scale Scale 
.42078 
Resentment 
Scale 
.75909 
.78619 
.75600 
.47148 
.48355 
.42902 
.51038 
.63671 
Communality 
.35690 
.58771 
.62400 
.58719 
.41058 
.43277 
.32939 
.36242 
.47115 
7.47054 1.35812 2.93903 
29.9 5.4 11.8 
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Appendix J 
Modern Sexist Attitudes Toward Female Supervisors Scale 
Denial of the Continuing Discrimination 
1. Now days women have the same opportunities for promotions to supervisory positions 
as men do. 
2. In today's society women and men have equal opportunities for advancement in 
organizations. 
3. In the past few years, business and industry have progressed enough in their treatment 
of women to turn their focus to other areas of concern. 
4. Most women could receive promotions to management positions without any help 
from affirmative action programs. 
5. Too often, women do not receive promotions in organizations due to sexual 
discrimination.(-) 
6. I really agree with women who are still concerned about too few jobs for female 
supervisors in business and industry. (-) 
7. In general, female supervisors earn just as much money or more than male supervisors. 
8. Militant feminists have overreacted toward the lack of promotions for women in 
organizations. 
9. Women have more to offer to organizations as leaders than they have been allowed to 
demonstrate. (-) 
10. Sexual discrimination against women is not a problem in organizations. 
Unsympathetic Identification with Women's Discrimination 
11. Since the civil rights movement, women have been promoted to more supervisory 
positions than they deserve. 
12. Women shouldn't push themselves into supervisory positions where they are not 
wanted. 
13. Women will make more progress by being patient and not pushing too hard for equal 
representation for management positions. 
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14. Over the past few years, women have gotten more promotions to management 
positions than they deserve. 
15. Women's groups have gone too far in pushing for more management opportunities for 
women. 
16. Over the past few years business and industry have placed more emphasis on the 
treatment of female supervisors than is really necessary. 
17. There are enough women in supervisory positions now to justify eliminating 
affirmative action programs. 
Resentment Over Special Favors for Women 
18. It bothers me that some supervisors only obtain their position because they are female. 
19. It bothers me that due to pressure by the government, organizations often promote 
unqualified women into management positions. 
20. It bothers me that due to concern over the treatment of female supervisors, business 
and industry has denied opportunities for qualified males. 
21. It bothers me that due to concern over women's issues, upper level managers are likely 
to pay more attention to the problems faced by female supervisors just because they 
are women. 
22. It bothers me that, in order not to appear sexist, many organizations over pay female 
supervisors. 
23. An organization should not make any special effort to promote women to management 
because they should help themselves. 
24. Affirmative action programs give women an unfair advantage over men in regards to 
promotions for supervisory positions. 
25.1 cannot see why women think they deserve to be in supervisory positions just because 
they are women. 
(-) Indicates reverse scoring 
